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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's amendment and response received January 15 th , 2007, responding to the 
October 6 th , 2006, Office action provided in the rejections of claims 1-25, wherein claims 1, 3, 4, 
7-9, 11-13, 16-18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are pending in the application and which have been fully 
considered by the examiner. 

Applicant's arguments and amendments with respect to claims 1, 3, 4, 7-9, 11-13, 16-18, 
20, 21, 24 and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, are not persuasive as 
addressed below in the 1 12 rejections. 

Applicant arguing for the claims being patentable over the prior art (see pages 8-14 of 
the amendment and response) are not persuasive, as will be addressed under Prior Art's 
Arguments - Rejections section at item 2 and the claim rejections below. Accordingly, 
Applicants' arguments necessitated additional clarifications. Thus, the rejection of the claims 
over prior art in the previous Office action is maintained in light of additional new grounds of 
rejection as necessitated by amendment and THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 
706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Prior Art's Arguments - Rejections 

2. Applicant's arguments filed January 15 th , 2007, in particular on pages 17-24, have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. For example, 

(A) In regard to the argument that Ullmann does not provide any reasonable teaching or 
suggestion to support modifying its teaching in order to log the "history trace level" in the event 

. of an error (See response, page 18, 1 st paragraph), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Ullmann 
discloses a filter that determines which type of messages initiates logging (E.g., see Figure 3 & 
page 2, paragraph [0022] + [0023]), wherein the message types can be instructional, warning and 
error messages (levels of severity). Ullmann also expressly discloses that clearly the system can 
be adapted to generate a response to other messages particularly to warning messages which may 
signal an imminent error (paragraph [0023]), wherein the plurality of filters determine the log 
record type. Wygodny's discloses "history data" being logged (history data, e.g., See Column 34, 
lines 16-63). Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the art, would have been motivated to 
combine logging history data with Ullmann 's disclosure of logging data based on the severity of 
the message type so the developer can step backward in the trace and analyze the file to see 
preceding information (See Wygodny column 4, lines 12-16). 

(B) Applicant's remaining arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection necessitated by amendment. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7-9, 11-13, 16-18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

It is unclear what the limitation "first trace level" is meant to mean (relative to what 
level). The term "first trace level" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide 
a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. For example, the "first trace level" seems to 
mean at a "trace level" or state, relating to the rate of data collection (E.g. See Application, 
Figure 2, step 220 + 230, wherein the trace detail data is produced "at a first trace lever), in the 
first instance (Claim 1, line 3); however, then it appears to mean the level of the content of the 
"trace detail data" written in step 220 to the history buffer to produce "detail data" in step 230, 
compared to predetermined values as disclosed in Figure 2, steps 240 ("record level") in the 
second instance (line 6), third instance (line 8) and fourth instance (line 10). For the sake of 
compact prosecution the Examiner is interpreting "first level" on line 3, to mean a starting rate 
for tracing. The subsequent instances are interpreted to mean the trace level of the data (content) 
written by the trace. Appropriate correction is required. 

Accordingly/dependent claims 3, 4, 7, 8, 11-13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are rejected for 
depending on a rejected base claim. 
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4. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7-9, 11-13, 16-18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. For example, claim 1, recites "if the first trace 
level exceeds a first predetermined value continuing to trace the program activity at the first trace 
level, otherwise writing the trace buffer to a log". However, Figure 2, step 240, seemingly 
compares the trace level to the first predetermined value (logging level) and if greater {exceeds) 
than writing the trace to the log file. This seems to be contrary to the claim, which writes the 
trace to a log if the value does not exceed the first predetermined value (logging level). 
Interpreting the claim as such may result in enablement issues as well. Accordingly, the 
examiner is interpreting the claim to mean "does not exceed' inline with step 240. Please advise 
and/or appropriately correct if required. 

Accordingly, dependent claims 3, 4, 7, 8, 11-13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are rejected for 
depending on a rejected base claim. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7-9, 11-13, 16-18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. For example, claim 1, recites "upon writing the 
content of the trace buffer to the log, determining whether the trace buffer is in need of resizing". 
Looking at figure 2, this step is disclosed in step 270. However, the trace buffer is written to the 
log if the first trace level exceeds a first predetermined value as claimed (step 240). It is unclear 
to the examiner, if Applicant meant the trace history buffer of step 265 or step 240. The 
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interpretation of the first predetermined value of step 240 may introduce enablement issues as 
well. Accordingly, the examiner is interpreting the claim to mean "trace history buffer" inline 
with step 265. Please advise and/or appropriately correct if required. 

Accordingly, dependent claims 3, 4, 7, 8, 11-13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are rejected for 
depending on a rejected base claim. 

6. Claims 1, 9 and 18 recite the limitation "the content" (E.g., See Claim 1, line 20). There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Accordingly, dependent claims 3, 4, 7, 8, 11-13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are rejected for 
depending on a rejected base claim. 

\ 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



7. . Claims 1, 3, 4, 7-9, 11-13, 16-18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Ullmann et al., US 2002/0198983 (hereinafter Ullmann) in view of 
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Wygodny et al., US 7,058,928 (hereinafter Wygodny) and further in view of Chen et al., US 
5,642,478 (hereinafter Chen). 

In regard to claim 1, Ullmann discloses: 

- "A method for automatically collecting trace detail data of a program activity 
in a computer system, comprising: tracing the program activity at a first level 
to produce the trace detail data. . ." (E.g., see Figure 2 & page 2, paragraph 
[0021]), wherein the log manager 220 is adopted to provide multiple levels of 
logging. 

- . . writing the trace detail data to a trace buffer . . . " (E.g., see Figure 2 & 
page 2, paragraph [0021]), wherein the trace records are recorded to a 
configured destination which must inherently be a segment of memory in 
order to be effective. 

- "...// the first trace level exceeds a first predetermined value continuing to 
trace the program activity at the first trace level, otherwise writing the trace 
buffer to a log..." (E.g., see Figure 3 & page 2, paragraph [0023]), wherein 
logging of trace data in response to an error (first predetermined value) is 
disclosed. 

- "... if the first trace level is equal to a second predetermined value, writing the 
trace buffer to a log. . ." (E.g., see Figure 7 & page 4, paragraph [0035]), 
wherein logging is initiated based on an exception (trigger or trap). 

- "...// the first trace level does not exceed a third predetermined value, 
continue to trace at the first trace level, otherwise writing the trace buffer to a 
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log." (E.g., see Figure 7 & page 4, paragraph [0035]), wherein the trace 
history or dump stack is logged. 

- ". .. wherein the ... predetermined value is a ... trace level that is used to 
determine at what level of severity the ... data of the trace buffer is caused to 
be written to a log file . . . " (E.g., see Figure 3 & page 2, paragraph [0022] + 
[0023]), wherein a filter determines which type of messages initiates logging, 
wherein the message types can be instructional, warning and error messages 
(levels of severity) and clearly the system can be adapted to generate a, 
response to other messages particularly to warning messages which may 
signal an imminent error (paragraph [0023]), wherein the plurality of filters 
determine the log record type. 

But UHmann does not expressly disclose u ... wherein the second predetermined value is 
a trap value that is used as a trigger to initiate logging of history data for a speci fic program 
activity ..", "history data" or "third predetermined". However, Wygodny discloses: 

- " , . . wherein the second predetermined value is a trap value that is used as a 
trigger to initiate log gin g of history data for a specific program activity . . ." 
(E.g., see Column 4, lines 21-27), wherein tracing is started after assignment 
of a specific value to a certain variable (specific program activity), wherein 
the tracing buffer may optionally be saved to a trace log file for later use 
(Column 3, lines 20-25), Furthermore, it is disclosed that the conditional data 
may comprise dumping the stack (history data, e.g., See Column 34, lines 16- 
63) upon the specific value. 
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Ullmann and Wygodny are analogous art because they are both concerned with the same 
field of endeavor, namely, logging trace data. Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine Wygodny's trigger 
invoking history data to be logged from a trace buffer with Ullmann' tracing method. The 
suggestion to combine was disclosed by Ullmann's disclosure (E.g., see Figure 3 & page 2, 
paragraph [0021], [0022] + [0023]), wherein a filter determines which type of messages (which 
may be a THFL exception event generating a message based on a specific program triggering 
activity) initiates logging. Paragraph [0035] discloses advantages of tracing via specifically the 
"dump stack" (history data) with an exception (trigger/specific program activity). 

Similarly, in light of Wygodny's disclosure of "history data" being logged one of 
ordinary skill in the art, would have been motivated to combine being history data with 
Ullmann's disclosure of logging data based on the severity of the message type so the developer 
can step backward in the trace and analyze the file to see preceding information (See Wygodny 
column 4, lines 12-16). But Ullmann and Wygodny do not expressly disclose 

- ". . . upon writing the content of the trace buffer to the log determining whether 

the trace bu ffer is in need o f resizing: upon identi fying the need for resizing. 

resizing the trace buffer: and upon identifying a lack of need for resizing. 

resetting the trace buffer. " (E.g., see Column 4, lines 1-16), wherein a variable 

length circular buffer containing trace detail is disclosed. 
Ullmann, Wygodny and Chen, are analogous art because they are both concerned with 
the same field of endeavor, namely, logging trace data. Therefore, at the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine Chen's 
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circular buffer with Ullmann' tracing method. The suggestion to combine was disclosed by 
Chen's disclosure of ensuring storage of particular data (E.g., see Column 4, lines 8-16). 

In regard to claim 3, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. Furthermore, 
Ullmann discloses: 

- "...the trace buffer is a circular buffer that copfises a configurable number of 
trace records containing trace detail data. " (E.g., see Column 4, lines 1-16), 
wherein a variable length circular buffer containing trace detail is disclosed. 

In regard to claim 4, the rejections of base claim 3 are incorporated. Furthermore, 
Ullmann discloses: 

- ". . . the first predetermined value is a log level value. " (E.g., see Figure 3 & 
page 2, paragraph [0023]), wherein logging of trace data in response to an 
error (level) is disclosed. 

In regard to claim 7, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. But, Ullmann does 
not expressly disclose "...the first value, the second value, and the third value are selectable" 
However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to make predetermined values selectable! The motivation to do so was provided by 
Ullmann (Figure 2 & page 2, paragraph [0023]), where the system can be adapted to respond to 
different levels. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
configure the levels to direct the logging as disclosed by Ullmann. 

In regard to claim 8, the rejections of base claim 7 are incorporated. But, Ullmann does 
not expressly disclose "...the log and the trace buffer reside on different computer systems that 
communicate over a network" However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art, at the time the invention was made, to implement the separate components on separate or 
remote machines. The motivation to do so was provided by Ullmann (Figure 2 & page 2, 
paragraph [0021]), where the remote subsystems are disclosed. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement different components remotely over a 
network. 

In regard to claims 16-17, this is a system version of the claimed method discussed 
above, in claims 7-8, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed and/or cited as set 
forth above. For example, see Ullmann, (E.g., see Figure 1 & related text), wherein a computer 
system is disclosed. 

In regard to claim 11, see claim 3. 

In regard to claim 12, this is a system version of the claimed method discussed above, in 
claim 3, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed and/or cited as set forth above. 
For example, see Ullmann, (E.g., see Figure 1 & related text), wherein a computer system is 
disclosed. 

In regard to claims 24-25, this is a computer readable medium version of the claimed 
method discussed above, in claims 7-8, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed 
and/or cited as set forth above. For example, see Ullmann, storage device (Figure 2). 

In regard to claim 20, this is a computer readable medium version of the claimed method 
discussed above, in claim 3, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed and/or 
cited as set forth above. For example, see Ullmann, storage device (Figure 2). 

In regard to claims 9 and 13, this is a system version of the claimed method discussed 
above, in claims 1 and 4, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed and/or cited 
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as set forth above. For example, see Ullmann, (E.g., see Figure 1 & related text), wherein a 
computer system is disclosed. 

In regard to claims 18 and 21, this is a computer readable medium version of the claimed 
method discussed above, in claims 1 and 4, wherein all claimed limitations have also been 
addressed and/or cited as set forth above. For example, see Ullmann, storage device (Figure 2, 
element 238). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication ( or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John J. Romano whose telephone number is (571) 272-3872. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8-5:30, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. f] 



Conclusion 




